DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
o _P.0.BOX 4970
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF MAINTENANCE DREDGING
LONGBOAT PASS
MANATEE COUNTY, FLORIDA

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) of the proposed
action. Based on information analyzed in the EA, reflecting
pertinent information obtained from other agencies and special
interest groups having jurisdiction by 1law and/or special
expertise, I conclude that the proposed action will have no
significant impact on the quality of the human environment.
Reasons for this conclusion are, in summary:

1. There will be no adverse impacts to endangered or
threatened species, if the work is conducted in accordance with the
Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
maintenance dredging of Longboat Pass.

2. In coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, it was determined there would be no impacts on sites of
cultural or historical significance.

3. State water gquality standards will be met.

4. The proposed project has been determined to be consistent
with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program and concurred with
by the issuance of the required water quality certification.

5. Measures to eliminate, reduce, or avoid potential impacts
to fish and wildlife resources will be implemented during project
construction.

6. Benefits to the public will be maintenance of the
navigation channel, continued local economic stimulus, and
increased beach area for recreation and sea turtle nesting.

In consideration of the information summarized, I find that the
proposed action will not significantly affect the human environment
and does not require an Environment Impact Statement.

L wanv QT ?‘[EIEE(\;-

Date TERRY
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
Commanding
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1.0. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION.

1.1. INTRODUCTION. When a Federal navigation project is authorized, it is generally
the responsibility of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to maintain that channel. As part of
that responsibility, the channels are monitored for shoaling and if the situation warrants it
maintenance dredging is performed. As part of the Federal standard for the project,

disposal areas are acquired by the local sponsor. The disposal option with the least cost is
designated the baseline for the project. If the local sponsor should desire another option

then, that option is cost shared.

1.2. LOCATION. Longboat Pass is located in Manatee County, Florida (Figure 1). The
project is situated between Anna Maria Island to the north and Longboat Key on the south.
It connects Sarasota Bay and the Gulf of Mexico.

13. NEED AND PURPOSE. The tidal flows and the littoral transport of sand cause

shoaling in the man-made channel which acts like a sedimentation basin. Periodic dredging
is required to maintain adequate navigation depths. Surveys indicate sufficient shoaling to

justify maintenance.

1.4. AUTHORITY. The authorization for maintenance of the Federal channel was
authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 14 July 1970 and approved by the Chief of
Engineers on 20 April 1976 under Section 107 of the Act.

1.5. DECISION TO BE MADE. The decision to be made is how best to maintain the
Federal channel and where to place the dredged material.

1.6. RELEVANT ISSUES. The following issues have been determined to be relevant to
the decision to be made at Longboat Pass:

a. Water quality.

b. Navigation.

c. Manatees.

d. Seagrasses.

e. Nearshore hardbottoms communities.
f. Sea turtle nesting.

g. Cultural resources.

h. Recreation.



i. Aesthetics.

j. Economics.

1.7. PERMITS REQUIRED. The maintenance dredging and beach placement of the
dredged material will require a Florida Department of Environmental Protection Water
Quality Certification in accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding between DEP
and the US Army Corps of Engineers, and in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean

Water Act.

1.8. METHODOLOGY. An interdisciplinary team used a systematic approach to analyze
the affected area, to estimate the environmental effects, and to write the environmental
impact assessment. This included literature searches, coordination with agencies and
private groups having expertise in particular areas, and field investigations.
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2.0. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION.

71. INTRODUCTION. The alternatives section is the heart of this Environmental
Assessment. This section describes in detail the no-action alternative, the proposed action,
and other reasonable alternatives that were studied in detail. Then based on the information
and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment and the Probable
Impacts, this section presents the beneficial and adverse environmental effects of all
alternatives in comparative form, providing a clear basis for choice among the options for
the decisionmaker and the public. A summary of this comparison is located in the
alternative comparison chart, Table 2.1, page 5. This section has five parts:

a. A description of the process used to formulate alternatives.

b. A description of alternatives that were considered but were eliminated from
detailed consideration.

¢. A description of each alternative.
d. A comparison of the alternatives.
e. The identification of the preferred alternative.

29 HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION. During the construction and
subsequent maintenance of the existing channel, dredged materials have been placed in
numerous locations including adjacent mangrove and emergent wetland areas. Sometimes
the dredged material from maintenance was placed in these wetland areas to eliminate the
wetland characteristics and allow the newly created fast land for residential and commercial
development. As more and more areas became upland residential, no upland sites remained
and available disposal options became limited. Beach placement became the only viable
option. In addition, the State of Florida also requested that all suitable beach quality
material be placed on the beach. During the development of the State Inlet Management
Plan for Longboat Pass nearshore soft corals were identified in the north disposal area. In
order to avoid these important resources, the disposal area was modified with the location
moved north 2000 feet to form another alternative.

23. ELIMINATED ALTERNATIVES. With the passage of the Clean Water Act, the
placement of dredged material into waters of the United States became more difficult. The
State of Florida would not issue water quality certification for placement of this dredged
material into these waters. Therefore, the filling of wetlands and the creation of disposal
islands were eliminated as alternatives. Upland sites are also not available in the area.
Because the material to be dredged is beach quality, the State of Florida objects to the
placement in an ocean disposal site and since no ocean sites are within a range which
would economically justify its use, the use of an ODMDS site was eliminated.



7 4. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES. The only alternative to maintenance
dredging is the No Action alternative. Only two alternative disposal options are available
other than the No Action alternative; the beach area north and south of the Pass.

2.4.1. No Action Alternative. With this alternative no maintenance dredging or disposal
operations would occur.

2.472. Alternative 1. Dredging and North Beach Placement Site A (Figure 2). The
maintenance dredging would include the excavation of between 200,000 and 250,000 cubic
yards of sandy material, approximately once every two years, from Longboat Pass and the
placement of that material on the beach north of the Pass on Anna Maria Island. Longboat
Pass is 150 feet wide and 14 feet deep. An allowable 2-foot project over dredge with an
additional 50-foot width is authorized. The disposal area would include a 4,000 foot beach
area located 2,000 feet north of the north terminal jetty.

2.43. Alternative 2. Dredging and South Beach Placement (Figure 3). The maintenance
dredging would include the excavation of between 200,000 and 250,000 cubic yards of
sandy material, approximately once every two years, from Longboat Pass and the placement
of that material on Whitney Beach south of the Pass on Longboat Key. Longboat Pass is
150 feet wide and 14 feet deep. An allowable 2-foot project over dredge with an additional
50-foot width is authorized. The beach disposal area would extend south 5,000 feet south

of the northern tip of Longboat Key.

2.4.4. Alternative 3. Dredging and North Beach Placement Site B (Figure 4). The
maintenance dredging would include the excavation of between 200,000 and 250,000 cubic
yards of sandy material, approximately once every two years, from Longboat Pass and the
placement of that material on the beach north of the Pass on Anna Maria Island. Longboat
Pass is 150 feet wide and 14 feet deep. An allowable 2-foot project over dredge with an
additional 50-foot width is authorized. The disposal area would include a 4,000 foot beach
area located adjacent to the north terminal jetty.



'Ngrth Beach ]
Disposal Area 4

Approximate Equilibrium
Toe of Fill
(500 feet from shore)

Pipeline Access ——»

3000

US Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

NORTH BEACH PLACEMENT SITE A

Environmental Assessment
Longboat Pass, Florida

FIGURE 2



’ T
. ﬂ

., .
* sevvs -
A — ==

Us >=5<|0o8m of Engineers
Jacksonville District

SCALE 1:24000 | | SOUTH BEACH PLACEMENT SITE
0

{ —

2000 3000 4000 6000 7000 FEET
: 1 )

g e

Environmental Assessment
Longboat Pass, Florida

1 KILOMETER

FIGURE 3




‘IMATE EQUILIBRIUM
" FILL (500 FEET FROM SHORE) %

NORTH
BEACH
DISPOSAL
AREA B

PIPELINE ACCESS

ya
P
E

T F .
_—7 SCALE IN FEET -
_ ;

3000 4000
| ———

~Coctez
X

Y

A

US Army Corps of Engineers
Jacksonville District

NORTH BEACH PLACEMENT SITE B

Environmental Assessment
Longboat Pass, Florida

FIGURE 4



‘yoeaq Buiuiejuiew Aq

SOIJIAJOE |BUO)BaIOSI 0] JjBuaq
wi9l-6uo] wnipay ‘UOSESS
Jeuonjeaioas Buunp |eusjew
Apues jo juswade|d yoeaq
woJj pedwi wisl-Hoys wnipsp

‘yoeaq Buiuieiuiew

Aq soAOE |BUONESIO3] 0]
Jyouaq wusy-Buoj wnipapy
‘UOSESS |euo)jealdal
Buunp |eusiew Apues

J0 jJuawaoe|d yoeaq wouy
edwl wisl-uoys wnipsiy

‘yoeaq Bujuieyurew

AQ saniaoE |[Buolealdal

0} Jeuaq wisy-buol

WnIpa|j "UOSESS |euoljealdsl
Buunp jeusjew Apues

10 juswsaoeld yoesq wiol
1oedwi wWis)-Uoys wnipay

'sosodind |euoijesidal
10} yoeaq 9|qejleAE ul uoionpal Joulp

uonealnay

‘Jooye 9slanpe oN

‘Joae asI8Ape ON

‘Joayo asiaApe oN

‘10348 ON

§82Jn0sal [einind

‘BaIR
UOONJSUOD WOJ SSjUN) JO
uoleso|al 8y} woyy jpedwt wis)
-{oys Joulpy seale Bujssu
3|UN} JO SoUBUSJUIBW By}

woy jyeuaq wis)-buo] wnipay

‘BaJe UOo[JonJisuod
woJj sajun} Jo uoieso|al
ay} woyy pedw wisj-yuoys
Joulpy ‘seale Bunsau sjun)
JO @ouBUSUIBW BY} WOy
Jyeuaq wis)-buol wnipsy

‘BaJE UOJONJISUOD
LWoJ} S3jUN} JO UONEIO|D)
ay} woy pedun wis-poys
Joully ‘seale Buisau sun}
JO SoUBUSJUIBW BY} WO}
Wouaq wusy-Buop wnipay

‘eale ay} ui jepqey Bunssu
8|CE|lEAR ||BJBAO BU) Ul UOIONPaJ JOUIN

Bunsau ajun} eeg

‘sjeAs] Apigin} pasealoul swopoqpiey

Joedwi oN woyy Joedwi wis}-Hoys Joedwi oN Joedwi ON aloysleaN

Joedwi oN ‘Joedwi oN Joedwn oN ‘Joedw ON sasseifeag
__ "JOBLIUOD Ul SUOHIPUOD ‘JOBJJUOD Ul SUOIPUOD "JOBJJUOD Ul SUOIIPUOD
uoiosjold asjeuew (epads uoijosjosd osjeuew [eoeds uonosjoid esjeuew [eads

10 uoisnjout yym joedwi oN | jo uoisnpur yum oedua oN 10 uoisnoul yim joedwi oN Joedwt oN Sa9jeuep

‘uonebineu jeuonyeaioal ‘uonebineu |euonEaI08) ‘uonebireu jeuoleaiosl ‘lauueyo
0} Jyousq wisy-buoy Jofepy 0} Jeuaq wuas)-buoj Jolepy 0} Jyauaq wus)-buoj Jolepy ay} jo Auoedeo s|qebireu uy aseasoop Jofep uonebineN

‘yoeaq
oy} Buoje 1sjem uinjel Woy
pue oys obpaip 1 Aupigin}

Ul 9SBaIOUl WIBJ-UOYS JOUl

‘yoeaq ay} buoe

13]eMm uIn}al wol) pue
ayps obpaip e Aypiqin) ul
asealoul wis)-uoys JoUlN

"yoeaq
ay) Buoje Jojem uinjas woly
pue ays abpaip Je Aypicun)

Ul SSBaIOUl WIS}-UOYS JOUlN

‘spoedwi ON

Ajenp Jo)epn

1IN3IW3OV1d HOV3d
HLNOS ANV SNIOJ3HaG

d 3lIs
IN3IN3OVId HOV34
HLYON ANV ONIOQ3dd

Vv 3ls
IN3N3OV1d HOV3a4
H1YON ANV ONIOd3dd

NOILOV ON

S324NOS3Y

uostedwio)) 2ANBUINY ‘1°7 dqel,

'NOSIRIVJINOD HALLVNYALTY §°C




112

Yoraq 2ANOAdsSaI A} UO SYMSAI paxsap oy uodn juspusdop aq pinom
OATJRUISIR PAINI[AS Y -o[qeideode A[eJUSUIUONAUS SIe SAneuId)e [esodsip ylog “HALLVNYALTV Iydddddd 9'C

‘yoesq ay} jo

QoUBUSIUIBW SY} WO} WSLNO}
uo Jsuaq wisy-Buol wnipap
‘uonoNJSuUod ayy jo poddns

ul seoIAIeS pue spoob jo sjes
ay} wol Awouoda [edo} ay}
uo Joedu wis}-Hoys wnipsiy

‘yoeaq ay} Jo aoueuSjuUlEW
U} WoJ) WSuno}

uo Jyeuaq widl-buol
WNIpapy uolonIsuod

ay} jo poddns u) saoInSS
pue spoofb jo sjes ay}
woJj AWouos [Bd0| 8y} uo
oedwl uusl-uoys wnipsiy

‘yoeaq ay} Jo SoUBUSUIEW
8y} Wol wsLNo}

uo Jauag wusy-buoj wnipay
‘UOIIONIISUOD By} Jo Joddns
u sa0IA19s pue spoob jo ojes
8y} woJy Awouods |edof ay}
uo joedwi wisy}uoys wnipapy

‘yoeaq JO SSO| 0} NP WSLNO} Ul uoloNpal
woy pedun dlwouods wisl-buol Jouipy

$o1LOU00T

‘yoeaq
ayj uo jswdinba uoRoNsSU0d
10 uonjeiado pue asussald oy}

woy} oedw wisl-poys Jofe|y

‘yoeaq 9y uo juswdinbs
uononJsuod jo uonesado

pue souasaid ay) woly
1oedw wisi-uoys Jolepy

‘yoeaq ay}

uo juswdinba uopoNsUod jo
uopelado pue asussaid ay}
woyy yoedw wia-Hoys Jofep

'yoBaq JO SSO| |y} Woly
sonjayIse. 8y} ul uononpas wuay buoy Jouly

sonayisay

1IN3IW3OV1d HOV34
HLNOS ANV ONIOQ3Ha

g 3lis
1IN3IW3IOV1d HOV3d
HLIYON aNV ONIOQa3dd

Y 3alis
1N3IW3OV1d HOVad
HLYON ANV ONIOA3¥d

NOILOY ON

S30YNOS3Y




3.0. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT.

3.1. INTRODUCTION. The Affected Environment section succinctly describes the
existing environmental resources of the areas that would be affected if any of the
alternatives were implemented. This section describes only those environmental resources
that are relevant to the decision to be made. It does not describe the entire existing
environment, but only those environmental resources that would affect or that would be
affected by the alternatives if they were implemented. This section, in conjunction with the
description of the "no-action" alternative forms the base line conditions for determining the
environmental impacts of the proposed action and reasonable alternatives. The
environmental issues that are relevant to the decision to be made are the following:

a. Water quality.

b. Navigation.

c. Manatees.

d. Seagrasses.

e. Nearshore hardbottom communities.

f. Sea turtle nesting.

g. Cultural resources.

h. Recreation.

i. Aesthetics.

j. Economics.
32. GENERAL DESCRIPTION. Longboat Pass is located in the Sarasota Bay
watershed which includes non-tidal and tidal wetlands (AT&M, 1994). Typically these
areas are located between the barrier islands and the mainlands. The tidal areas also
include seagrass beds and mangrove wetlands. These wetlands provide spawning and
nursery areas for the local fishery. Located along the seashore are areas of hardbottoms
and soft corals. These areas provide habitat for a wide diversity of plants and animals
including fish and invertebrates. Over time these barrier islands have been developed and
inhabited by people for recreational purposes. In doing so the natural barrier habitat has
changed and the interaction between man the wildlife has altered the natural balance. The

dune environment does not always support the diversity of plant and animal life it once did.
Human activity has limited the numbers of species present. Recreational areas such as
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Coquina Beach on Anna Maria Island and Whitney Beach on Longboat Key are intermixed
with urbanized development. In addition exotic plant species such as Brazilian pepper and
Australian pine have been introduced to the area. These exotic species are intermixed with
the natural vegetation which includes sabal palms and sea oats in the near dune
environment. The dune environments support a large number of insects, wading and
shorebirds, racoons, opossums, rats, mice and reptiles and amphibians (USACE, 1975).
The mangrove wetlands support white and brown pelicans, herons, white ibis, and
kingfisher. The West Indian manatee is known to inhabit Sarasota Bay.

3.3. RELEVANT ISSUES.

3.3.1. Physical.

a. Water quality. The Gulf of Mexico waters are relatively clear due to the
generally calm prevailing winds and the sandy beach material. The Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway (GIWW) is relatively clean as it only receives municipal and surface water
runoff. The tidal influence of the Gulf waters also keeps the GIWW relatively clean.

b. Navigation. The GIWW and the Pass are used by a large number of recreational
boaters to access the Gulf for fishing and diving. There is also commercial navigation that
uses these waterways for sightseeing, charter fishing and diving.

3.3.2. Biological.

a. Manatees. The Florida Department of Natural Resources has estimated the 1984
population in Sarasota Bay to be 1,200.

b. Seagrasses. Seagrasses have been surveyed and inventoried over the years for
Sarasota County. The most recent effort was conducted by the Southwest Florida Water
Management District. In 1990, SWFMD determined that there were approximately 823
acres of contiguous seagrass beds with an additional 87 acres of patchy seagrass beds. It
was summarized by Applied Technology that the beds were healthy and the Longboat Pass
area of the Sarasota Bay estuary was suitable seagrass bed habitat. Based on these maps,
no seagrass beds are located adjacent to the navigation channel.

c. Nearshore hardbottom communities. Hardbottom communities were identified in
the Environmental Impact Statements prepared for the Sarasota County, Florida (USACE,
1984). These communities include limestone, rock rubble, limestone and sponge, limestone
and sand, and soft corals. On Anna Maria Island, scattered rock hardbottom (20.9 acres) is
located between State Monuments R-41 and R-39 and near R-36. Rock hardbottom (14.8
acres) is also located between R-39 and R-35. In addition, a large area of scattered and rock
hardbottom is located adjacent to the beach between Monuments R-27 and R-30
(approximately 74 acres). No rock formations have been identified south of the Pass.

12



d. Sea turtle nesting. The loggerhead sea turtle is known to nest along the beaches
of Anna Maria Island and Longboat Key. During the summer of 1990 in association with
maintenance dredging of New Pass, sea turtle surveys were conducted on Longboat Key
north of New Pass. Between 1 June and 30 June, 14 nests were found and 1,478 relocated
and between 1 July and 30 July, 6 nests were found and 550 eggs relocated. No nests were
found on Anna Maria Island north of Longboat Pass in the August through November time

period.
3.3.3. Social.

a. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. Significant submerged cultural
resources have been identified along the west central coast of the state of Florida.
Significant terrestrial historic and archeological resources have also been identified on the
barrier islands on the west coast of the state. Because the navigation channel at Longboat
Pass has been previously dredged for project construction and maintenance of the Federal
project, it is the District’s determination that significant cultural resources are not likely to
be located in the Federal channel. Although no significant historic or archeological
resources are recorded for the beach segments under consideration as disposal areas, no
systematic surveys have been conducted for those beach segments.

b. Recreation. Recreational boat traffic uses the Pass to access the ocean for diving,
fishing and site seeing. The beach areas are used for recreational purposes such as fishing,
swimming, sunbathing, volleyball, walking and diving.

c. Aesthetics. The beach has its own aesthetic characteristics. The westerly facing
beach allows for observations of the setting sun. Sea birds feed in the surf, loaf in the sand
and hover in the updrafts generated by the dunes and building along the beach. The surf
pounding on the beach offers a relaxing sound.

33.4. Economics. The beach and navigation channel offers the tourism industry an
attraction for generating revenues.

4.0. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES.

4.1. INTRODUCTION. This section describes the probable consequences of
implementing each alternative on selected environmental resources. These resources are
directly linked to the relevant issues listed in Section 1.4 that have driven and focus the
environmental analysis. The following includes anticipated changes to the existing
environment including direct and indirect impacts, irreversible and irretrievable commitment
of resources, unavoidable effects and cumulative impacts.

4.1.1. Cumulative Impacts. Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7).
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4.12. Trreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.

a. Irreversible. An irreversible commitment of resources is one in which the ability
to use and/or enjoy the resource is lost forever. One example of an irreversible
commitment might be the mining of a mineral resource.

b. Irretrievable. An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in which, due to
decisions to manage the resource for another purpose, opportunities to use or enjoy
the resource as they presently exist are lost for a period of time. An example of an
irretrievable loss might be where a type of vegetation is lost due to road
construction.

4.2. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE.

4.2.1. Physical
a. Water quality. There would be no adverse impacts on water quality.

b. Navigation. There would be a major reduction in the navigable capacity of
within a few years. There would be a major reduction in safety for the passage of vessels
through the Pass.

4.2.2. Biological.

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees.
b. Seagrasses. There would be no impact on seagrasses in the area.

c. Nearshore hardbottom communities. There would be no adverse impact on
hardbottom communities.

d. Sea turtle nesting. There would be a minor reduction in sea turtle nesting habitat
from the erosion of the beach north of the Pass, the movement of the sandy material within
the littoral drift zone and the shoaling of that material within the Pass.

4.2.3. Social.

a. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. This alternative will have no
effect on cultural resources included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of

Historic Places.

b. Recreation. There would be a minor reduction in recreation from the erosion of
the beaches and a reduction in the recreational areas available. There would also be a
minor reduction in recreation from the loss of navigable capacity of the Pass.
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c. Aesthetics. There would be a minor long-term reduction in the beach and it’s
aesthetic qualities.

4.2.4. Economic impacts. There would be a long-term impact on economics from the
reduction in revenues attributed to the loss of recreational beach and the loss of navigable

capacity of the channel.

4.2.5. Cumulative effects. If this action was considered in conjunction with other similar
projects and similar No Actions, there would be a substantial adverse impact on recreation

and economics of the State of Florida.

4.2.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be an eventual loss of navigable capacity of the
waterway and recreational beach from the continual sedimentation of the channel and

erosion of the shoreline.

4.27. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources from the selection of this alternative.

43. ALTERNATIVE 1. Dredging and North Beach Placement Site A (Figure 1).

4.3.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be short-term minor increases in turbidity levels at
the dredging site and in the surf zone from the return water. The turbidity levels would be
minor because the material is sandy.

b. Navigation. There would be a short-term minor impact on navigation from the
presence and operation of the dredging equipment. There would be a long-term medium
benefit to navigation from maintaining the Pass.

4.3.2. Biological.

2. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees during dredging if the special
conditions for operating the equipment are adhered to.

b. Seagrasses. there would be no impacts on seagrasses as the seagrass bed are far
removed from the navigation channel.

c. Nearshore hardbottom communities. The disposal of sandy material has been
shifted to avoid impacting nearshore hardbottoms located north of the Pass.

d. Sea turtle nesting. There would be a minor adverse impact on sea turtle nesting

should the dredging occur during the nesting season. A nest monitoring and relocation
program would insure that the impacts are minimal. If the work is scheduled outside the
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nesting season no impacts are anticipated. There would be some long-term minor benefits
to sea turtle nesting by helping maintain the beach nesting environment.

4.3.3. Social.

a. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As described in section 3.0
Affected Environment, because the navigation channel at Longboat Pass has been
previously dredged for project construction and maintenance of the Federal project, it is not
likely that significant cultural resources are located in the Federal channel. Although no
significant archeological resources are recorded for the beach segment under consideration
as a disposal area, no systematic surveys have been conducted for the proposed disposal
area. It is the District’s determination that placement on dredged material on the beach
segment north of Longboat Pass will not have an adverse effect on significant cultural
resources which may be located there.

b. Recreation. There would be a medium short-term impact on recreational boating
and beach activities from the presence and operation of the dredging equipment. However,
there would be a minor long-term benefit to recreation from the maintenance of the channel

and the beach.

c. Aesthetics. There would be a major short-term impact on beach aesthetics from
the presence and operation of pipeline and heavy equipment to move the spoiled material
and pipeline and from the discharge plume. There would be a minor short-term benefit to
the aesthetics of the beach by help maintaining the beach environment.

4.3.4. Economic. There would be a long-term medium benefit to local economics from
revenues generated because of a viable recreational navigation channel and beach

environment. There would be a short-term minor stimulus to the local economy from the
sale of goods and services in support of the dredging work.

4.3.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

4.3.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics,
beach recreation and mostly recreational navigation associated with the construction period.

4.3.7. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources from the selection of this alternative.

4.4. ALTERNATIVE 2 . Dredging and South Beach Placement (Figure 2).

4.4.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be short-term minor increases in turbidity levels at
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the dredging site and in the surf zone from the return water. The turbidity levels would be
minor because the material is sandy.

b. Navigation. There would be a short-term minor impact on navigation from the
presence and operation of the dredging equipment. There would be along-term medium
benefit to navigation from maintaining the Pass.

4.4.2. Biological.

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees during dredging if the special
conditions for operating the equipment are adhered to.

b. Seagrasses. there would be no impacts on seagrasses as the seagrass bed are far
removed from the navigation channel.

c. Nearshore hardbottom communities. The disposal of sandy material has been
shifted to avoid impacting nearshore hardbottoms located north of the Pass.

d. Sea turtle nesting. There would be a minor adverse impact on sea turtle nesting
should the dredging occur during the nesting season. A nest monitoring and relocation
program would insure that the impacts are minimal. If the work is scheduled outside the
nesting season no impacts are anticipated. There would be some long-term minor benefits
to sea turtle nesting by helping maintain the beach nesting environment.

4.4.3. Social.

a. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As described in Alternative 1, it
is not likely that significant cultural resources are located within the Federal channel
proposed for maintenance dredging. Although no significant archeological resources are
recorded for the south beach segment being considered as a disposal area, no systematic
surveys have been conducted for this beach. It is the District’s determination that
placement on dredged material on the beach segment south of Longboat Pass will not have
an adverse effect on significant cultural resources which may be located there.

b. Recreation. There would be a medium short-term impact on recreational boating
and beach activities from the presence and operation of the dredging equipment. However,
there would be a minor long-term benefit to recreation from the maintenance dredging of
the recreational channel and the placement of sand on the beach.

c. Aesthetics. There would be a major short-term impact on beach aesthetics from
the presence and operation of pipeline and heavy equipment to move the dredged material
and pipeline and from the discharge plume. There would be a minor short-term benefit to
the present aesthetics of the beach by help maintaining the beach environment.
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4.4.4. Economic. There would be a long-term medium benefit to local economics from
revenues generated because of a viable recreational navigation channel and beach
environment. There would be a short-term minor stimulus to the local economy from the
sale of goods and services in support of the dredging work.

4.4.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

4.4.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics,
beach recreation and recreational navigation associated with the construction period.

4.477. Irreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources from the selection of this alternative.

4.5. ALTERNATIVE 3. Dredging and North Beach Placement Site B (Figure 3).

4.5.1. Physical

a. Water quality. There would be short-term minor increases in turbidity levels at
the dredging site and in the surf zone from the return water. The turbidity levels would be
minor because the material is sandy.

b. Navigation. There would be a short-term minor impact on navigation from the
presence and operation of the dredging equipment. There would be along-term medium
benefit to navigation from maintaining the Pass.

4.5.2. Biological.

a. Manatees. There would be no impact on manatees during dredging if the special
conditions for operating the equipment are adhered to.

b. Seagrasses. There would be no impacts on seagrasses as the seagrass bed are
far removed from the navigation channel.

c. Nearshore hardbottom communities.

d. Sea turtle nesting. There would be a minor adverse impact on sea turtle nesting
should the dredging occur during the nesting season. A nest monitoring and relocation
program would insure that the impacts are minimal. If the work is scheduled outside the

nesting season no impacts are anticipated. There would be some long-term minor benefits
to sea turtle nesting by helping maintain the beach nesting environment.

4.5.3. Social.
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a. Historic, Archeological, and Cultural Resources. As described in section 3.0
Affected Environment, because the navigation channel at Longboat Pass has been
previously dredged for project construction and maintenance of the Federal project, it is not
likely that significant cultural resources are located in the Federal channel. Although no
significant archeological resources are recorded for the beach segment under consideration
as a disposal area, no systematic surveys have been conducted for the proposed disposal
area. It is the District’s determination that placement on dredged material on the beach
segment north of Longboat Pass will not have an adverse effect on significant cultural
resources which may be located there.

b. Recreation. There would be a medium short-term impact on recreational boating
and beach activities from the presence and operation of the dredging equipment. However,
there would be a minor long-term benefit to recreation from the maintenance of the
recreational channel and the beach.

c. Aesthetics. There would be a major short-term impact on beach aesthetics from
the presence and operation of pipeline and heavy equipment to move the spoiled material
and pipeline and from the discharge plume. There would be a minor short-term benefit to
the aesthetics of the beach by help maintaining the beach environment.

4.5.4. Economic. There would be a long-term medium benefit to local economics from
revenues generated because of a viable recreational navigation channel and beach
environment. There would be a short-term minor stimulus to the local economy from the
sale of goods and services in support of the dredging work.

4.5.5. Cumulative effects. There would be no cumulative effects from the selection of
this alternative.

4.5.6. Unavoidable effects. There would be short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics,
beach recreation and recreational navigation associated with the construction period.

4.5.7. TIrreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments. There would be no
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources from the selection of this alternative.
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6.0. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS. A
public notice (PN-LBP-182) dated 23 November 1993 was issued for the project.

6.1. The Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission (FGFWFC) responded by letter
dated 16 June 1994 providing information concerning migratory bird nesting in the project
area and the winter-over presence of the federally-listed piping plover. They stated that
impacts to migratory birds will occur if the project is implemented as designed. They
recommended avoidance of nesting areas, the surveying of the piping plover during the
winter months and the avoidance of use areas by the piping plover during the winter
months in conjunction with their recommendations.

6.1.1. Response: If the Corps plans and implements the work in accordance with the
District Migratory Protection Policy, the work would not adversely affect migratory bird
nesting. All work would be conducted in front of the dunes and vegetation limits. The
nesting areas will be marked and avoided during nesting season. Surveys of the piping
plover are not planned since we do not feel it is necessary. The areas used by the piping
plover will not be affected, therefore, no additional coordination with FGFWFC is deemed

necessary.

6.2. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) responded to the public notice by letter
dated 21 March 1994 stating that we should either avoid turtle nesting season or implement
a turtle nest relocation program. The public notice stated that formal consultation will be
conducted with the service regarding impacts on endangered species and they would
provide specific recommendations at that time.

6.2.1. Response: Consultation on impacts to nesting sea turtles had been previously
conducted by letter dated 3 April 1990. We reinitiated consultation on impacts to the
piping plover by letter dated 31 August 1994, providing the USFWS with a No Effects
determination. By letter dated 19 September 1994, the USFWS responded concurring in
our No Effects determination provided the Corps follows the recommendations of the
Florida Game and Freshwater Commission letter dated 16 June 1994. By letter dated 25
October 1994, we informed the USFWS that we did not concur with the FGFWFC letter
because the recommendations would not affect conservation of the piping plover and the
recommendations were for migratory bird nesting protection and not endangered species
protection. This concern was previously addressed in Section 6.1.1.
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